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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of the study was to compare the 
frequencies of a selected set of teaching behaviors of 
trained and untrained teachers in elementary schools in 
st. Lucia. The dependent variables in the study were 
the frequencies of Structuring, Questioning, Feedback 
and Pra ise behaviors. The i ~dependent variables were 
training, grades awarded a t t e aching practice, and 
s ubject areas. 
Records of the lessons were obtained through the 
use of audiotapes. The behavi~rs were coded using a low 
inference observation schedule . The data were analyzed 
using means and standard deviations. The sign i ficance and 
inferentia l statistic applied was the chi-square. 
ii 
Significant differences were found to exist in the 
frequencies of Questioning, Feedback and Praise behaviors 
of trained and untrained teachers. Significant 
variations were found in the Questioning and Feedback 
behaviors according to the grades awarded at teaching 
practice. There were significant variations in the 
frequencies of all classes of behaviors across subject 
areas. 
iii 
Chapter 1 
Intrvduction 
Background In f ormation 
One of the expectations of teacher education programs is 
that these programs will foster the development of a number 
of generic teaching skills and that these skills will b., 
evident in the classrooms of graduates of these programs. 
There is also the expectation that there should be a 
significant difference in the classroom performance of trained 
teachers as compared with u..:. ::.rained teachers. Indeed, this 
is one of the premises on which the concept of teacher 
training is based. 
The Division of Teacher Education COTE) of the Sir Arthur 
Lewis Community College is the sole teacher training 
institution in st. Lucia . Its major responsibility is the 
training of primary school teachers in the content and 
methodology of the core subject areas of language arts, 
mathematics, science and social studies. The training program 
also includes an educational foundations component. 
1 
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The program at the college is part of the training 
program for Teachers' Colleges in the Eastern Caribbean, 
coordinated by the Faculty of Education of the Cave Hill 
campus of the Unive,..si ty of the west Indies (UWI). The 
certificates awarded by DTE are endorsed by UWI which prepares 
the final examination in collaboration with the teachers I 
colleges ~ This examination consists of practical teaching, a 
written examin" ticn and a research-based individual study .. 
The practical teaching component is the focus of this thesis. 
Practical teaching is an important part of t he total 
training program at the college. Teachers are subjected to 
two five-week periods of teaching practice, one in the first 
year of the program and the other in the second year. The 
final teaching practice examination takes place in the latter 
part of the second teaching practice session. In addition, 
in the first term of the , r ogram a series of teaching 
practicums are carried out. Small groups of trainees a nd 
supervisors take over classes in the schools for one afternoon 
a week. Each session focuses on a different skill. 
Development of classroom teaching skills is an important part 
of the program. 
Sinc e the institution has been in existence no systematic 
assessment o f the performance of its graduates in the field 
has been executed. Apart from arbitrary reports from 
principals, the institution has no way of evaluating its 
effectiveness in preparing teachers to operate in the 
classroom. 
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The need for having concrete data has become 
urgent in response to a concern of principals that graduates 
of DTE are not effective in the classroom. This concern was 
expressed in a letter from the Chief Education Officer to the 
Dean of DTE . The credibility of the college is therefore at 
stake. The validity of principals 0 assessment is questionable 
since it is based on arbitrary and subjective criteria. There 
is no official procedure for evaluating teachers. It is hoped 
that the instrument used in this study will initiate the 
development of an official instrument which principals can use 
for the ongoing professional development and evaluation of 
teachers in St. Lucian schools. 
statement of the Problem 
The study seeks to examine 
a) the general relation.n .~ between training and the frequency 
of occurrence of a selecte d number of classroom teaching 
behaviors among a sampl~ of teachers; 
b) the relationship between grades awarded at the Division of 
Teacher Education and the frequency of selected teaching 
behaviors. 
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Conceptual Framework 
The research is based on two assumptions : 
a) that training produces some level of acquisition of 
classroom teaching skills; 
b) there are some basic teaching behaviors which are 
characteristic of effective teaching. 
Most of the research done on the relationship between 
training and performance in the classroom has been carried 
out in developed countries. The debate about the 
effectiveness of training in preparing teachers to perform 
effectively in the classroom still continues. Proponents of 
teacher education cite studies by Beery (1960), Bledsoe, Cox 
& Burnham (1967), and Copley (1975) which appear to show 
significant relationships between training and teacher 
classroom performance (Greenberg 198J). Two studies are often 
quoted in the debate as evidlt"",r ,.: e for the ineffectiveness of 
teacher education, Popham ( 1971 1 and Blausel1 and Moody 
(197J) . Both studies have been criticized for flaws in 
re»,' arch methodology (Good, Biddle & Brophy, 197J). The 
majority of studies carried out recently are surveys of 
teacher's perceptions of the effects of their training on 
their performance in the classroom. The results of these 
st.udies were negative. Lanier and Little (1986) are critical 
of studies of this type, because of the retrospective nature 
of the views of teachers required by researchers. 
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For support for the assumption that training produces 
some level of acquisition of cl a ssroom teaching skills, the 
researcher turned to studies carried out on inservice programs 
as there is a paucity of similar information on preservice 
programs. Most of the studies cited showed a significant 
relationship between training and the evidence of teaching 
skills in the classroom (Gage, i 985). 
Gliessman, Pugh & Dowden (1988) in a meta-analysis of 26 
studies, found a ~ lgnificant positive relationship between the 
training and the acquisition of the generic skill of 
questioning. What is the situation in less developed 
countries? Husen, Saha & Noonan (1978) believe that the 
relationship between training and positive teacher outcomes 
are significant enough to encourage continued support of 
teacher education programs in less developed countri es by the 
World Bank. Indirect support f '" _ the assumption comes from 
opinions about the state of the knowledge base in teacher 
education . The knowledge base for teacher education is thin 
in d ~veloped countries (Lanier & Little 1988, Gage 1985), even 
thinner in less and underdeveloped countries. There is room 
for continued research in the area of training and 
performance. 
'I o date there has been no definition of the effective 
teacher. In models of research on teaching, several criteria 
have been used to id~ntify an effective teacher. These include 
presage factors, process variables and product variables. 
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While there is no clear definition of an effective teacher, 
effective teaching varies somewhat depending on the context 
ir which the teaching is done. There appear to be clusters of 
teaching behaviors which are associated with effective 
teaching (Taylor, 1981). Some researchers do not ascribe to 
the notion of generic teaching behaviors, but there is an 
opposing school of thought which believes that there is in 
fact a group of generic teaching behaviors. The Florida 
Performance Measurement system and competency-based teacher 
education developed from this notion. There is therefo~c no 
consensus on the idea of generic teaching behaviors. What 
appears to come out of process-product research is a set of 
teaching behaviors which is consistently related to student 
achievement and there are some behaviors which have been 
c onsistently observed to be typical of effective teachers. 
Some of these behaviors were included in t / } '"j instrument for 
collecting data for this research. 
Limitations of the Research 
One of the major limitations of the study was the method 
used to obtain the sample lessons. The lessons were 
audiotaped. This method was used because the researcher was 
unable to personally observe the lessons . Alternative methods 
were explored, but the audiotapes proved the most viable in 
this situation. Other methods explored incl uded videotaping 
and the training of on-site observers. Both these methods 
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proved to be outside the financial limit of this research. 
In spite of the obvious limitations audiotaping is an accepted 
method of recording lessons for research. In the design of 
the research this limitation was taken into account. 
A larger sample would have made the results more 
meaningful . The small, but practical sample size, restricts 
the generalization of results to the total teacher population. 
The researcher believes that in v i ew of the paucity of 
research of this nature in St. Lucia the results will be of 
significance . 
Because the study was a short term study, the teaching 
effectiveness of the trained teachers was not fully explored 
and no inferences about the effectiveness of trained teachers 
were drawn from the results. Instead the researcher confined 
the study to comparing the frequency of occurrence of a 
selected set of teaching behavior~ j..n the classrooms of 
trained teachers and those of untrained teachers . 
Definitl~ ~ of Terms 
A Trained Teacher a person who has successfully 
completed a two-year cour se of study at the Division of 
Teacher Education of the Sir Arthur Lewis Community College. 
Teac hing Practice Grade - grade awarded at the end of 
the final teaching practice. 
structuring Behayior - any verbal utterance which sets 
the context for further learning and keeps the lesson in 
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focus. The teacher may do this by stating, defining and 
explaining aspects of content, providing examples and giving 
directions for the completion of a task. 
Questioni ng Behaviors - verbal utterances designed to 
check knowledge and comprehension of the subj e ct matter, 
el i cit suggestions and stimulate discussion. The questioning 
behaviors explored include both the type of question asked 
and the strategies for posing questions asked. 
Feedback Behav i ors - verbal utterances designed to give 
s tudents information about the appropriateness of a response. 
This behavior focuses particularly on the teacher handling of 
incorrect and partially correct answers. 
Praise Behayiors - specific feedback statements that give 
information about the value and implications of a correct 
response. 
Chapter 2 
Literature Reyiew 
Teaching i s an II instrumental art and as such departs from 
recipes, formul ~s or alogarithms. 
It requires spontaneity, 
handling hosts of considerations of form, style, pace, 
rhythm ... . " (Gage,1985, p. 4). This quotation captures the 
complexity of the whole teaching act and implies the 
difficulty that most researchers have in studying teaching. 
It probably explains why research on teaching has led to more 
questions than answers . 
This chapter aims to look a L t wo main issues in research 
on teach i ng : (a) training and its effect on teaching 
performance, and (b) teacher effectiveness research. 
Teacher Education and Teachina Performance 
Teacher education has very :>ften Come under criticism 
about its impact on the teaching performance of its graduates. 
Much o f the research about the effectiveness of preservice 
teacher education has taken the form of surveys of the 
perceptions at graduates of these programs. Lanier and Little 
(1986), cite numerous studies which support the expressed vie,., 
that teaching is more often than not learned on the job. 
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Experienced teacher education graduates are unw i lling to 
a ttribute much of their s uccessful teaching performance to 
thptr teacher education programs. 
One such study carried out ~mong teacher education 
graduates of the Bowling Green State University sought to 
determine teachers views about the compf'!te · lcies needed in 
teaching, their perceived proficiency in these competencies 
a nd where they had obtained thrse competencies. In genera l, 
the teachers felt that proficiency in the areas of greatest 
need, as they perceived them, were developed on the job a nd 
proficiency in less needed areas such as, the ability to 
interpret a nd report on student performance on standardized 
tests, was developed in the teacher education program. (Pigge, 
1978). The study does not however deny that the program had 
some impact on their proficiency in some needp~ areas. The 
s tudy cited by Lanier and Little and on which ocher educators 
base views of the negative impact of teacher educa tion, is by 
Lortie (1975). Lortie as cited by Lanier and Little (1986) 
s tates , "Asked about. preparation for teachinc;, experienced 
teachers insist upon the primacy of the classroom environment, 
a.·guing that teaching is inevitably learned through 
experience" (p. 542) . Bu t we cannot depend on experience 
alone to develop teaching sk i ll. Gliessman (1981) i nsists 
that II • ••• to learn to 'teach from '2xperience alone is far too 
uncertain: no evidence suggests that experience alone improves 
teaching and some suggests that it does not" (p. 1). 
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The results of a similar study presents an opposing view. 
Sefzik (1983) surveyed three hundred and ninety teachers for 
perceptions of their teacher preparation in six competency 
areas. Generally, the effectiveness of the teacher 
preparation program in developing competence in these areas 
was perceived as moderate in all but one of the six 
competencies. 
While surveys of teacher perceptions are valid and useful 
ways of assessing teacher education they are insufficient. 
In fact, Lanier and Little (1986) are critical of this method 
because of the retrospective nature of the views of teachers 
sought by researchers and the fact that "most conclusions are 
based on teachers ' global assessments of their initial 
preparation, and its general capacity to support them in the 
full range of their current respon~ ' bilities" (p. 542) . In 
s pite of this observation Lanier and Little (1986) acknowledge 
that present research appears to indicate that graduates are 
critic~ l of their teacher education programs. 
The other type of research wh i ch surfaces in the 
literature is actual observation of teaching performance of 
preservice teacher education graduates. There does not seem 
to be muc h of this type of research. In fact, Gage (1985) 
laments the dearth of research-based evidence of the 
improvability of teach~ng in preservice programs. 
Dewalt and Ball (1987) examined the relationship between 
training and twelve competencies, using a low inference 
observation system. 
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Trained teachers scored higher on 
affective climate and individual differences and untra ~ned 
teachers scored higher on questioning skills and 
accountability. There ~ere no significant differences on the 
other competencies. Based on these results Dewalt and Ball 
(1987) did not support the notior that training increases the 
competence of beginning teachers. 
Two other 
literature as 
n~gative studies 
ev idence of the 
are often quoted 
lack of impact of 
in the 
teacher 
education on teaching performance. Good, Biddle and Brophy 
(1975) and Greenberg (1983) cite two such studies, Popham 
(1971) and Moody and B1ausell (1973). Both studies compared 
the achievement of students taught by trained and experienced 
teachers with that of students taught by untrained teachers. 
Both studies showed that there w~~ no difference in student 
achievement. Good, Biddle and Brvphy (1 9 75) are critical of 
both studies on the basis of til.. method used to measure 
student achievement. 
There are however studies of this nature which support 
the view that training has a positive effect on teacher 
performance. Greenberg (1983) cites four studies: Beery 
(1960): Bled~oe, Cox and Burnham (1967): Copley (1975): and 
Murphy (1972). All four studies involved observation of 
teacher performance in the classroom using rating scales. In 
al l cases fully trained teacher s performed significantly 
better than the untrained teachers. On this basis Greenberg 
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(1983) concludes that training has a positive effect on 
teacher performance. 
Perhaps the greatest amount of research on the effect of 
training on performance has bean in the area of inservice 
teacher training. This at least is the view of Gage (1985) . 
He cites the results of nine experimer.ta: studies designed to 
bring about 
s etting. In 
changes in 
all but 
teacher bet.avior in 
0 "." of the studies 
an inservice 
the targeted 
behaviors occurred more often in the classrooms of the trained 
teachers . Another experimental study was executed by Sanchez 
(1983). The main objective was to test an assessment model. 
The teachers in the sample were observed before and after 
training. There was a significant difference in the behavior 
of teachers using learned instructional techniques after 
participating in training at the centers \ ~der study. 
An increasingly popular way of syn'ohesizing r e search 
f indings is meta-analysis. Gliessman, Pugh and Dowde n (1988) 
carried out a meta-analysis of twenty-six studies relating to 
the variables influencing the acquisition o t the generic skill 
of questioning. One of the research variables investigated 
was the general effect of tra i ning. They concluded that 
train i ng has a pos itive effect on the acquisition of the skill 
of questioning, because o f the significant mean-effect-size 
demonstrated by the trained g roups . 
Druva and Anderson (1983) carried out a meta-analysis of 
65 studies which investigated the relationship between science 
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teacher characteristics, and teacher effectiveness and student 
attainment. Teacher effectiveness included a number of 
teacher behaviors considered to be typical of good science 
teaching. Low but positive correlations between science 
training, education and performance with teacher effectiveness 
and student outcomes were obtained. The education and 
performance variable included the number of education courses, 
grade point average, student teaching grade and experience 
teaching Biology, Chemistry and Physics. There was however no 
indication of the contribution of each of the subvariables to 
the correlation. 
We are still left with the question, "Does training have 
a positive effect on the teaching performance of trained 
teachers?1I Proponents of teacher education believe it does. 
In spite of the criticism of teacher education, there is no 
conclusive evidence to she,. .... i t does not. In fact, the 
research findings are quite c onf l icting and it is possible to 
f ind research supporting arguments both pro and con for the 
va~ue of teacher education. 
Teacher Effectivene ss Research 
Tile relevance of teacher effectiveness for this study 
l ies in the fact that to a large extent it has formed the 
basis for identifying what teaching behaviors will be used 
for evaluating teachers. Moreover, in order to identify which 
behaviors were to be observed in this study. findings of both 
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teacher effectiveness research and alrp.ady existing teacher 
e valuation instruments were used. Teacher effectiveness 
research will be discussed from a historical perspective and 
in the context of some of its major findings. 
Borich (1986) identifies six models of teacher 
effectiveness research used over time to determine and measure 
effective teaching. These are the process-anecdotal model 
(1930 - 1960), the process-systematic model (1955 -1965), the 
process-product model (1965 -1980), the experimental model 
(1972 - present), the process-process model (1978 - present), 
and the process-process-product model (1978 present) . 
Examination of these models suggests three criteria used to 
measure teacher effectiveness over time : presage, process and 
product criteria. Medley (1982) provides adequate definitions 
of these. Presage criteria are defined in terms of preexisting 
teacher charact O!l l J. stics such as qualifications, and teacher 
competencies or the repertoire of knowledge and skills that 
the teacher possesses. Process criteria correspond to teacher 
performance variables or thA. behaviors which the teacher 
exhibits in the process of teaching. Product criteria 
correspond to student outcomes generally measured on student 
achievement tests. conventionally, teacher effectiveness has 
become synonymous with results the teacher gets or the amount 
of pupil progress towards a defined goal. Perhaps more 
difficult to answer is the question "What are the behaviors 
which produce desirable results or pupil progress?" Much of 
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the existing process-product effectiveness research has been 
carried out in the early elementary grades among students of 
low socio-economic status . This, according to Medley (1982) 
is a serious limitation of this type of study . 
Medley (1982) summarizes the results of a meta-analysis 
of a set of process-product researc~ studies he carried out 
in 1977. with respect to the learning environment, he 
concluded that more ~ ffective teachers differed from less 
effective teachers in that "the pupils were more orderly: the 
teacher was less permissive; and spent less time \managing' 
the ·class: the pupils received more praise and less rebukes II 
(Medley, 1982, p. 1897). He found that in relation to use 
of pupil time more effective teachers differed 
effective teachers in the following ways : 
from less 
The more effective teachers' pupils spent more time in 
academic activities and more t ~rn~ o rganized in a sUgle 
large group with the teacher in charge; they spent less 
time in small autonomous groups or working as individuals 
(seat work); and when they were doinq seat work, pupils of 
more effective teachers were supervised more closely. (p. 
1897) 
Hedley (1982) a l so summarized findings with respect to the 
use of the discuss i on strategy. He found that: 
In effectiv e teacher's classrooms, more of the questions 
were asked by the teacher and fewer by the pupils; fewer 
Ithigh cognitive level" and more "low cognitive level" 
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questions were asked; and the teacher was less likely to 
give feedback or to amplify or discuss pupil answers. (p. 
1898) 
In general Medley's (1982) findings concur wi th two other 
revie ws of research, Rosenshine (1976) and Taylor (1981). 
There is a tren1 coming out of the research literature that 
the direct t e aching instructional model is more effective than 
t"e indirect teaching model of Flanders for pupils in the 
lower elementary grades and for pupils of low socio-economic 
status. 
The literature suggests that there are differences in 
the types of behaviors which are effective for students of 
high socia-economic status. Rosenshine (1976), reviewed a 
study by Brophy and Evertson which highlighted differences 
betwee n findings for the two socio-economic status (SES) 
groups. With l. t'e'pect to the use of instructional time, 
Rosenshine (197 6) ci tes Brophy a nd Evertson as find i ng th~t 
"For high SES classrooms ... time spent on oral responding 
was positively r e lated to achievement" (p. 347). There were 
also SES differences in teacher feedback behavior. For high 
SES cla ssrooms: 
... if the pupil's answer was correct, the best teacher 
response was to give process feedback (ie. show how 
the answer was found). If the answer was partially 
correct, the best response was to give the answer. And 
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if the answer was wrong,the best response was tc give 
criticism (Rosenshin~ , 1976, p. 363). 
One criticism o f process-product research LS that i t 
i g nores other factors which i nfluence the decision of what 
teacher behaviors are effective in the classroom. There is 
a strong suggestion that future research will have to include 
c ontextual variables such as content, classroom conditions and 
pupil v a riables. The teacher decision-making process is a 
v a riable Which it is believed affects the determination of 
which teaching behav i ors are effective. The trend therefore 
i s a model which includes all these factors ( Medley, 1982; 
Doyle, 1985; Ornstein, 1986; Porter and Brophy, 1988). 
Early models of teacher effectiveness research utilized 
anecdotal records and rating scales. As teacher effectiveness 
r e search progressed the behaviors being exa~ined moved from 
broad, SUbjective and s c:. :.: ·~times vague criteria not easily 
defined in behavioral terns t o more specific and discrete 
criteria. High inference rating scales gave rise to low 
inference observation schedules. Low inference observation 
instruments are generally considered more reliable than rating 
scales but are weak in the sense that they may exclude 
relevant teaching behaviors. Medley (198 2 ) suggests that they 
should be used when lithe need is for objective, accurate 
measurements of classroom behavior that can be obtained at a 
reasonable cost in time and money" (p. 1845). 
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Summary 
Two issues were discussed in the review of the 
literature: the relationship between training and perfo~ance 
and teacher effectiveness research as it relates to the study. 
With respect to the relationship between training and 
performance much of the r ':lsearch has centered around the 
survey of preservice tear.her education graduates' perceptions 
of the value ~f their training. There is a lack of resea r ch 
which seeks to e xplore implementation of learned teaching 
strategies and effectiveness of graduates of teacher education 
preservice programs through direct observation. Much of the 
information of this nature comes from assessment of inservice 
programs. There appears to be no consensus concerning the 
relationship between training and performance. This line of 
research is therefore still open4 
'reacher effectiveness .i' .. sea rch has provided information 
about which teacher behaviors positively correlate with 
student achievement. This type of research has historically 
ignored a number of factor" which might influence teacher 
behavior. It appears effective teaching behavior can vary 
according to the c ontext in which the teaching occurs. The 
trend i ll this type of research is toward a model which will 
include all the factors which might affect teaching 
performance. There is also the implication that more research 
needs to be done among high 
pupils, in scienc e and Social 
elementary and secondary grades. 
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SES (socio-economic-status) 
Studies lessons, in higher 
Chapter 3 
Research Design 
The f ypulatioo 
The population consisted of all the teachers, trained 
and untrained, in all primary scnools in District 1 of the 
st. Lucian School System. The population consisted of 501 
teachers of which 250 are trained . These teachers are 
distributed among 33 schools. Of these, 7 are suburban 
schools, 8 urban and 18 are rural schools. 
Selection of Sample 
Before selecting the sample of teachers, the researcher 
first identified the schools which would be easily accessible 
and thus facilitate t he distribution and collection of audio 
tapes. The schools selected also mirrored three environments 
where schools are located: rural, urban and suburban. The ten 
schools finally selected consisted of five urban, three rural 
and two suburban schools, all situated in Education District 
1. Th~ selection ensured that typical, though not extreme, 
teaching conditions would be reflected in the sample. 
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The stratified sa~ple of trained teachers was selected fro~ a list of graduates of the division of Teacher Education 
in the five year period 1983 to 1987. once the schools were 
selected, the na~e8 of the trained teachers were ordered 
according to the teaching practice grade received and the year 
of graduation. The grades ranged fro~ ~ to c-· Since there 
were only four grade ~.s awarded, all teachers whO received 
gr"de ~ were included in the preli~inary sa~ple. Fro~ that 
point on every second na~e was selected. 
The researcher had no direct control over the selection 
of the preli~inary sa~ple of untrained teachers, since at the ti~e of selection there was no list of untrained teachers 
availaDle . The principals of the ten schools identified 
untrained teacherS on their staff and theSe were auto~aticallY 
included i ~ t he sa~ple. TWO of the schoolS had no untrained 
teachers . TWO other factors were considered in the selection of 
the sa~ple: grade level and class size. ~ll the teachers in 
the sa~ple taught either in the Infant (5-7 years) or the 
Junior (8-
11 
years) depart~ents. classes selected haJ 
Detwe
en 
30 and 40 students. The official teacher to student 
ratio is 1:35. 
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The Sample Size 
The final sample of teachers cons.1.sted of seventeen 
trained and thirteen untrained teachers making a total of 
thirty teachers. It was originally intended to have equal 
numbers of trained and untrained teachers in the sample. These 
numbers had to be adjusted to make allowances for unreturned 
tapes. Hence, the reason for the unequal number of trained 
ah~ untrained teachers. All the teachers in the sample had 
at least four Ordinary level or Caribbean Examinations Council 
SUbjects including English Language. 
Data Collection 
The Instrument 
The teaching behaviors were coded using a low inference 
observation form. ~his type of instrument was chosen for its 
objectivity and r eliability as compared to rating scales 
(Medley 1982: Soar, Medley' Coker 1983). The researcher 
considered this method even more appropriate since the results 
were not to be us~d predictively or to make any inferences 
about the effectiveness in question. For a copy of the 
instrument see Appendix C. 
In view of the limitations of the method of recording 
the lessons, the only behaviors coded were teacher verbal 
behaviors . The behaviors were grouped into four categories: 
1. 0 Structuring, 2.0 Questioning, 3.0 Feedback and 4.0 
Praise. To decide on which teacher behaviors would be 
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included in the instrument, the researcher used two main 
sources, the Kentucky Teacher Int.arnship Program Classroom 
Observation Instrument (1988) and tables summarizing research 
findings on teacher effectiveness in Appendix A in Hedley, 
Coker and Soar (1984). The Kentucky Instrument has been 
tested f or reliability and the behaviors in this instrument 
are bas~d on teacher effectiveness research. 
Structuring, for the purpose of this study, is any verbal 
utterance in which the teacher defines, states, explains or 
illustrates any segment of content and q ives directions in 
order to direct future learning and mainta in academic focus. 
structuring can be used as an initiation for the lesson, but 
it is also done throughout the lesson. At the beginning of 
the lesson it usually takes thp. form of providing the context 
for the les :- '1n . 
00 AskJ.ng questions may well be the most important 
activity in wh~ch teachers engage" (Acheson & Gall, ~ 9 87, p . 
83). No instrument is complete which does not include some 
way of lool: ing at questioning behavior. The instrument 
focuses on two factors in questioning behavior, the type of 
question asked and the strategies used during questioning . 
Two classifications of questioning were used, academic versus 
non-academic and lower order versus higher order questions. 
Academic questions relate directly to the subject matter being 
taught. Non-academic questions are those which have no 
relevance to the subject matter being taught and for which any 
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answer is possible. The researcher retained the definitions 
from the handbook for the original Kentucky Beginning ~eacher 
Internship Program evaluation system, "Domains: Knowledge 
Base of the Florida Performance Measurement System" (1985-86). 
Lower-order questions are teacher questions which require the 
student to use information such as facts, definitions and the 
like and the student is not asked to give evidence to support 
his/her answer. Higher-order questions require the student 
to explain, compare. evaluate, justify and the like and at the 
same time give evidence to support his/ her answer. These 
questions usually go beyond the narrow scope of the content 
in question. 
There is no research evidence which supports the 
superiority of lower-order questions over higher-order 
questions (Acheson ~ Gall, 1987). Much of the research on 
questioning has been done \ . ~ t~l low socioeconomic status 
students in the earlier grades . Th e trend indicated by such 
reoearch is that lower order questions tend to correlate 
pos1 ~ively more consistently with achievement and that there 
is no correlation between higher cognitive level questions 
and achievement (Rose nshine, 1976). The research evidence 
for high socio-economic-status (SES) students is sparse. 
Similar results are found in primary research in Gall and 
others (1978), and Evertson, Anderson, Anderson & Brophy 
(1980). The tabulated summary in Medley, Coker and Soar 
(1984), shows that lower-order questions are more prevalent 
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in the classrooms of teachers ot low SES pupils in reading 
and mathematics. There is some evidence " ••.•. that students 
in higher achieving classes tend to respond positively to more 
difficult questions and a greater level of demand than 
students in lower achieving classes" (Evertson, Anderson, 
Anderson & Brophy 1980, p. 5 ~ ). The effectiveness of both 
types o f question is "probably best judged by examining the 
teachers' intc;:nt for the lesson" (Acheson & Gall, 1984, p. 
87) . 
nWait t _me lt or pauses after questions are shown in the 
research to be positively related to achievement. This is 
one of the behaviors coded in the observation form. Asking 
multiple questions is a practice which is not generally 
considered good. "teachers usually engage in this behavior 
when they are 'thinking on th~) , feet'. They may try various 
phrasings an_ ideas before the y h Lt upon a question to which 
they want the student to respond" (Acheson & Gall, 1987, p. 
~8) • There is no conclusive evidence about the effect of 
"call-outs". However a research study observed that, 
Call-outs were very commo~ in all observed classes, and 
they frequently associated with student outcomes. Thus 
the teacher handling of call-outs is an important 
issue . .... Whether call-outs are "good" or"bad" depended 
on the subject matter, the outcome measure, the 
ac~ievement level of the class and the nature of the 
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call-outs (Evertson, Anderson, Anderson & Brophy, 1980, 
p. 56). 
Feedback is considered by most educators as essential to 
the teaching-learning process. The behaviors ir. the 
instrument were taken from the tables summarizing research on 
teacher effectiveness in Medl ~y, Coker & Soar (1984). 
Different feedback behaviors a re effective for low SES (socio-
economic-status) and h i gh SES pupils. Asking a new question 
and rephrasing the quAstion and giving a clue occur in high 
to moderate proportions in reading and mathematics lessons in 
low SES classes. Rephrasing the question and giving a clue 
occurs in high to moderate levels in the classrooms of 
effective teachers. This behavior is expected to occur when 
the answer the student gives is partially correct. Rephrasing 
and amplification of the student I s response may occur when the 
answer given by the student is c ..: r.r-e c t or partially correct. 
Specific academic praise is ref9rred to as praise which 
not only acknowledges the "degree of success" achieved, but 
is usua l ly identified by the teacher nodding, sayi ng "okay", 
"ri ght ll or "good". In addition , it should express "positive 
teacher affect" and give information about the value of the 
answer and i mplications of the answer for the student I s 
s uccess (Brophy , 1981). Praise which merely acknowledges the 
degree of success is referred to as general praise. Four 
criteria of effective praise ne" d to be met. 
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It must be 
specific, contingent upon the behavior, valid and credlDle 
(Brophy, 1981). 
The following definitions of the behaviors guided the 
use of the instrument in coding the behaviors (Appendix C) : 
1.1 States/ defines an aspect Ol content - Behaviors which 
fa ll into this category includ e statements like: 
"Today we dre going to group living things into 
vertebrates and invertebrates." 
"Vertebrates are living things with backbones." 
II In this lesson we talked about vertebrates and 
invertebrates." 
1.2 Explains a segment of content - Any statement which goes 
beyond mere definition of a particular component of c ontent. 
1 . J Gives directions for comr;: ~ting a task Includes 
statements which are extended instruct i ons for the completion 
of a task, usually directed towards the whole group. 
1.4 Provides examples to illustrate a segment of content -
Includes statements like : 
"You are an example of a vert:ebrate because you have a 
backbone. II 
2.1 As ks lower order questions - These are questions which 
require the student to use i nformat ion such as facts , 
definitions, and the like and the student is not asked to 
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g i ve ev i dence to support hiG/her answer. For example : 
"Where is Hount Gimme' located?" 
2.2 Higher order questions requ i re the student to explain, 
compare and contrast , evaluate, justify and the like and the 
student to give evidence to s upport his/ her answer. For 
example: The t e acher descri~es a fict i tious animal and asks 
the student to classify the organism as a vertebrate or 
invertebrate dnd give reasons to support his/her answer. 
2.4 Asks non-academic questions - Includes questions for 
which any answe r is possible, for example those wh i ch call 
for personal experiences or opinions. 
2 .5 Asks yes/ no answer questions - An example of such a 
question would be: 
flDo you understand what a vertebrate is ? " 
2 . 6 Asks probing questions - f 3acher asks a number of follow-
up questions to gu i de the s t udent to ampli f y a response. 
2 . 7 Allows cal l -outs - Situa tion i n which s tudents callout 
the answer even be f ore the teacher can identify a respondent . 
2.8 Pauses after asking a question - Teacher poses a question 
a nd waits before requesting a respons e. 
2 .9 Allows chorus answers - Unison response to a question, 
or unison repetition of examples or the directions to a task. 
J . 1 Asks a new question - Teacher asks another question 
30 
when a response to the question is not forthcoming. 
3 . 3 Repeats student r esponses - Repet i tion of a student's 
respo nse to a question verbatim. 
3 .4 Rephrases question and gives a clue - Occurs when the 
student appears to have misunderstood the question or is 
having diff i culty g i v i ng a response. 
3 .5 Rephrases/amplifies students' responses - This can occur 
when a student has given a correct or a partially incorrect 
a nswer . 
3 . 6 Corrects/ clarifies students' responses - This occurs when 
a student has given an incorrect or a partially correc t 
r esponse. 
Variables i nvolved in the Study 
The main independent var i ables are training and grades 
awarded at t eaching prn~ _ice. The depende nt variable is the 
teaching performance o f t he teache r s as measured by the 
f requency of teaching behaviors. These teaching behaviors 
are Structuring, Questioning, Feedback and Praise. 
A number of other variables are involved. The r esearcher 
attempted to c ontrol the class size, teaching conditions and 
t he length of the lesson segment being observed. The class 
size range selected was between thirty and forty students 
since the official teacher to pupil ratio is one to thirty-
five. A twenty-five minute segment of each lesson was 
observed . 
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There were a number ot variables which the researcher 
deliberately did not atte mpt to control. Intervening 
variables and variations in teaching performance as related 
to some of these variables will be discussed in the data 
analysis section. Those variables were the grade level and 
the subject areas taught . 
Validity and Reliabi lity of the Instrument 
The instrument had both content and face validity. The 
researcher used teacher effectiveness research as well other 
tested instruments to identify behaviors to be included in 
t he instrument. Hedley, Coker & Soar (1984) s uggest 
e xamination of research as one way of constructing an 
instrument of this nature. To further test the validity of 
the instrument, two professors in the department of 
Educational Administration of Western Kentucky University were 
::-equested to scrutinize the in!Otn..ooJl!nts and to make any 
suggestions for change. 
To establish the reliability of the inscrument, it was 
pre-tested. The instrument met the conditions of mutual 
exclusiveness and exhaustiveness within the limitations 
defined by the researchEr. Interobserver reliability ' /as 
determined by comparing the marginal frequencies of the 
behaviors as coded by two independent observers. 
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Obtaining the Record 
The lessons were audio taped and the teaching behaviors 
coded using a low inference observation form. In spite of 
the obvious l i mitations of the indirect recording technique, 
given the constraints under which the researcher was 
operating, this proved to be the most viable. "One advantage 
claimed for indirect coding is that the s ame tape can be coded 
more tha n once" (Medley, 1982, p. 1847). 
A total of forty eight tapes were distributed to the 
principals of the sample schools. The final thirty tapes were 
selected from these. This measure was taken to allow for 
attrition of audio tape s. 
Principals were given instructions to tape primarily the 
teachers' verbal behaviors. Before each lesson a pre-
observation form was completed. This form sought information 
regarding the less on topic, clas s size, objectives of the 
l esson a nd stra teg~,s to be used (see Appendix A) . Each 
teacher in the sample was required to sign a release form 
giving the researcher permi~sion to use the taped lessons in 
the research report (see Appendix B). 
Three lessons for each teacher were audio taped: Language 
Arts, Mathematics and Science or social S~udies. The lessons 
were taped between September 25 and October 27, 1989, a period 
of four weeks. Since the researcher was depending on the 
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goodwill. of the pr i ncipals, she left the t i ming of the 
observations to t :leir discretion, urg i ng them to space the 
observations. 
Data Analysis. 
The data were analyzed using crosstabulation and 
frequency tables. The results were discussed using means and 
standard deviations . The i nferential statistic applied was the 
Chi square test at a probability level of . 05. 
The Research Hypotheses 
Eight research hypotheses were p roposed : 
1. There will be a significa nt dif f erence in the frequencies 
of Structurin9 behaviors of trained and untrained teachers in 
elementary schools in District 1. 
2. There will be a significant difference in the frequencies 
of Questioning beha.viors of trained J.~ . d untrained teachers in 
elementary schools in District 1. 
3. There will be a significant difference in the frequencies 
of Feedback behaviors to trained and untrained teachers in 
elementary schools in District 1. 
4. There will be a signif i cant difference in the frequenc i es 
o f Praise behaviors of trained and untrained teachers in 
elementary schools in District 1. 
5. The Structuring behaviors of trained teachers will vary 
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significantly according to the grades they were awarded at 
teaching practice . 
6. The Questioning behaviors of tra i ne d teachers will vary 
significantly according to the grades they were awarded at 
teachi ng practice . 
7. The Fee-lback behaviors of traine d t .. ,"chers will vary 
significa" tly according to the grades they were awarded at 
teaching practice . 
S . The Prais e behaviors o f trained teachers will vary 
s i gnificantly according t o the gra des they were awarded at 
teaching practice . 
other Resea r c h Questions 
There was a number of intervening intra-sample variable s 
present . The researcher chose to analyze the effects of those 
on the basi~ ~ i t he f allou ing research question: 
1 . Were ther e a~y signif i cant var i a t ions in the structuring . 
Questioning. Feedback and Praise behaviors of teachers in 
Language Arts , Mathematics, Social Studies and Science? 
Chapter 4 
Fi ndings 
The study set out to compare the structuring, 
Questioning, Feedbac k and Praise behaviors of trained and 
untrained teachers. Eight research hypotheses and one 
res earch question were proposed. The research findings 
corresponding to each research hypothesis will be presented. 
Hypothesis I 
The hypothesis, that there would be significant 
differences in the structuring behavior of trained and 
untrained teachers, was not supported. The chi-square value 
f o r this group of behavio rs wa s r . 04 8 9. This value was lower 
than the critical value of 7 . 8147. The value s of standard 
deviation and means can be found in Tabl e 1. 
Hypothesis II 
The hypothesis that there is a significant difference in 
the frequencies of questioning behaviors of trained versus 
untrained teachers was supported . The chi-square 
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Table 1. Structuring: Trained vs. Untrained 
Tr.lned untr.lned 
Praile 8ehavior. •• on 50 
..on 50 
uses specifi c eclldellic 
praise. 42.00 2.47 
.... 4.00 0.31 0.85 
u ... ger..ar.l K~lc 
pnlse. 275.00 16. 111 14.03 
249.00 19.15 13.60 
Ules gr~ .c~lc 
pr.lse. 7.00 0.41 
0.71 '.00 0. 15 D.lO 
Toul 324.00 19.06 
14 .15 255.00 19.62 11 .60 
Table 2. Questioning: Trained vs Untrained Teachers 
Trained Unt r .ined 
Questioning Behavior. 
-. ." SO 
_ .. n 
SO 
Alk, lower order 
q.lHtiont. 956.00 56.23 18.17 665 .00 51. 15 21. 11 
Alk. higher order 
~tIONI. 28.00 1.65 2.26 7 . 00 0.54 1.20 
Alk, non·acade.lc 
quHtlont . 0. 00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0." 0.28 
Alk, .ultiple que.tiona. 37.00 2.18 2." 11.00 0.85 1.63 
Asks Yel/No answer 
q..Iel t I ens • 293.00 17. 24 12 .15 2M.00 20.60 21.10 
Asks probi ng qJe. ',. -~ . 19.00 1. 12 3.16 0.00 0. 00 0.00 
Allows call·outs . 65.00 5.82 6.50 163.00 12.54 '4.M 
PaYS •• after •• kl nG • 
quutlon. 104 . 00 6.12 5,95 20.00 1. 54 1.90 
"llOWl chorlA ~iIt!I;$ . 365.00 22.65 18.56 499.00 33.39 26.22 
Total 1686.00 110.94 ".7'1 1634.00 125 .69 55 .19 
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value for this set of behaviors was 191.6758 as compared wi th 
a critical value of 15.5073 at a probability level of .05 . 
Table 2 presents t he frequencies, means and standard 
deviations for the questioning behaviors of trained and 
untrained teachers. 
The mean frequency of all the questioning behaviors for 
untrained teachers was 125.69 as compared with 110.94 for 
trained teachers. For both groups there were large standard 
deviations, but the standard deviation for trained teachers 
was lower than that for untrained teachers indicating that 
the spread of scores about the mean was greater for untrained 
teachers. 
In general, the pattern of questioning behaviors was 
similar for trained and untrained teachers. In both cases 
there was a high frequency of lower-order questions, yes/no 
an~ ~ er questions and chorus answers, and comparatively lower 
fre quencies of higher order questions, probing questions, non-
academic questions and call-outs. 
Trained teachers asked more lower- and higher-order 
questions than untrained teachers. The mean frequency of lower 
ord _r questions for trained teachers was 56.23 as compared 
with 51.15 for untrained teachers. The standard deviation 
indicated that there was a greater spread of scores about the 
mean for untrained teachers. The mean frequency of higher 
order questions was 1.65 for trained teachers as compared with 
0 . 54 for untrained teachers. 
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Trained teachers tended to ask more multiple questions than 
untrained teachers. Trained teachers also asked more probing 
questions and there ~as a higher frequency of pauses after 
asking a question . 
The mean frequencies for non-academic questions, yes/no 
answer questions, call-outs and chorus answers were higher 
for untrained teachers. The values of the standard deviation 
indicated that there was a greater spread of scores about the 
mean for these behaviors. No occurrences of probing questions 
were recorded among untrained teachers. 
Hypothesis III 
The chi-square value for feedback behaviors was 58.38, 
which was higher than the critical value o f 12.59 at the .05 
probability level. The research hypothesis that there would 
DC ~ significant difference in the feedback behavior of 
tra ined and untrained teachers was thus accepted . The pattern 
of feedback behaviors for both groups o f teachers was similar, 
with repetition of the question, repetition of the students' 
responses and correction and clarification of students' 
responses occurring most frequently. Table J shows the 
frequencies, means and standard deviations for the feedback 
behaviors of trained and untrained teachers. 
In all the behaviors except one, higher mean frequencies 
of feedback behaviors occurred among trained teachers. There 
was a higher mean freguency of repetition of students' 
Table 3. Feedback: Trained vs. Untrained Teachers 
Tr.lned Untr. I ned 
fHd»ck Beh.viort ..... so •• on so 
Ask' • n.w que.tlon . 3.00 0.18 C.B 0.00 0. 00 0.00 
Repeat. que. tlon . 160.00 9." '4.26 58.00 4.31 3.38 
Repe.t. , tudent . ' 
r .... ponIe •• 638.00 31.52 27.19 559.00 43.0i) 22.16 
Rephrase. question end 
givu • clue. 16.00 0.94 1.14 4.00 (J.31 0. " 
Rephrases/amplif ies 
student" rHponIIH. 76.00 4. 47 3.02 32.00 2.46 2.37 
Correcu/clad ft •• 
student.' rupon .... 245.00 14.41 9.19 146.00 11.2J .... 
Provide. no f~k. 21.00 1.24 3,13 2.00 0.15 0.55 
Tf" =_ 1159.00 68 . 18 30.80 801.00 61.61 30 . 21 
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responses and a lower standard deviat ion f or this behavior 
among untrained teachers, indicating that there was less 
var i ation of scores . There was no record of untrained 
teachers asking a new question as a form of feedback. 
Hypothesis IV 
Fe: r both groups of teachers the pattern of praise 
behaviors was the same. The mean frequencies for the use of 
general academic praise f or both t rained and untrained 
teachers were high in comparison to the use of spe cific 
academic praise and group academic praise. Table 4 shows the 
frequencies, means and standa~d devia't ions for tra i ned and 
untrained teachers . 
The hypothesis was supported in this instance as 
evidenced by the value of the chi-square. The chi-square 
value w~~ 27.6289 which was greater than the critical value 
of 5 .99 14 at a probability level of .05. 
The overall mean frequency o f pl'aise beh", ,," lar s for 
untrained teachers was higher than that for trained teachers . 
A higher mean frequency for the use of general academic praise 
was recorded for untrained teachers but the mean frequency of 
the use of specif i c praise was higher for trained teachers. 
Table 4. Praise: Trained vs. Untrained 
Tr.lned Untrained 
Praise .«hev lo,.. ..... SO ..on SO 
Usea 'pKfflc K.tderIlc 
praile. 42.00 2.47 4.46 '.00 0 . 31 0 .85 
Uu. general Icadeaic 
pul a.. 275.00 16.18 14.03 249.00 19. 15 13.60 
U. es gr~ Iclld.l c: 
praise. 1.00 0.41 0.11 2.00 0. 15 0.38 
Total 324.00 19. 06 14.15 255.00 19. 62 13.60 
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Hypothesis V 
The hypothesis that there will be significant differences 
in the structurinq behaviors of trained teachers according to 
the grades they were awarded was not supported . The chi-
square value was 8.9670 which was lower than the critical 
value of 12.5916. Table 5 presents the frequencies, means and 
standard deviations of trained according to the grades awarded 
at teaching practice. 
In examining the mean frequencies for individual 
behaviors, comparatively lower mean frequencies were recorded 
f or the teachers who were awarded grade C, on two of the 
structuring behaviors, stating/ defining an area of content and 
giving directions for completing a task. 
Hypothesis VI 
The hypothesis that there will be significant differences 
in c he questioning behaviors of trained teacher~ according to 
the g rade they were awarded at t eaching practice was 
supported. The chi-square value was 184.0121 as compared with 
a critical value of 26.2962. 
section is Table 6. 
The relevant table for this 
For all grades awarded high mean frequencies of lower 
order questions were recorded. The mean frequency for teachers 
awarded grade A was 54; for grade B, 55.4; and for grade e, 
58.80. The value of the standard deviation indicated that the 
frequencies for teachers in the grade e band tended to cluster 
Table 5. Structuring: Grade Diffefen~~ 
Grede ... Cr •• Cr. C 
Structuring lehavlor. • .. n SO .. on SO .. on SO 
St. tel/define. an 
"pect of content. a .oo 7.50 0.7' 62.00 6.20 3.97 13 .00 2.60 1.67 
Expt.lns • legllltnt 
of content . 
' . 00 2.00 2.80 11. 00 1.30 1.23 16.00 1.20 2. 17 
Ci l ..... dlrectlont for 
cOliptatlng • 1 .. 1t . 15.00 7. 50 0. 71 66.00 6 .60 '.n 31.00 6 . 20 1.70 
Prov ldH nl!lpth to 
I'h.-tr.ta • 
legMnt of content. 13.00 6.50 3 .50 51.00 5. 10 4.65 15 .00 1 .00 ' .06 
Tot.t 47 .00 23 . 50 '.95 212 .00 21.20 12.85 1S.00 15. 00 5.15 
Tabla 6. Questionin{l: Grade Dlffere~s 
Gr. A Gr •• Grade C 
OuHtlonlng .th .... icrs M,on SO Moon SO 'un SO 
A,k, lowe r o.-der 
""" t I 0f'II. 108 .00 54 .00 25.45 554 .00 55 .40 21.51 294.lO 58. 80 10 . 26 
Asb higher order 
q.JHtiorc . 3.00 1. 50 0.71 20.00 2. 00 2.03 5.00 1.00 1.22 
A,k, non·ac.ciMic 
questions. 0.00 0. 00 0.00 0 .00 0 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Alb a"ltfple 
~tlons . 3.00 1.50 0.71 18.00 1. 80 1.99 16.00 3 . 20 2.39 
A,k, hi/No .nswer 
qJHtlona . 37.00 18. 50 U.44 170 .00 17.00 12 .8i 86 .CO 17. 20 13.16 
Alk. probing ~.tiOl"ll. 11 . 00 6.50 9.19 5. 00 O.SO 0. 97 1.00 0.20 0.45 
Allows CIU - out , . 1.00 0 .50 0.71 32.00 3.20 6.40 32.00 6.40 7.86 
PMdft after ask i ng I 
quest ion. 34 .00 17 .00 9.90 C,6 .oo 4.60 3 .86 24.00 4.80 4 . 21 
Allow chon,. ens..,.,.. 11.00 5. 50 0.71 189.00 18 .90 11.45 185 .00 37.00 25 .37 
Total 210 .00 lOS. DO ·H.OI 1034.00 101.40 36 . 19 642 .00 128 .40 45.94 
closer to the mean. 
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The order at the values of mean 
frequencies for higher order questions ~as as follows: Grade 
B> Grade A> Grade C. 
Asking multiple questions, non-academic questions, and 
allowing call-outs are not generally considered good teach i ng 
practice . The mean frequencies for asking multiple questions 
increased from 1.80 for teachers awarded grade A to 3.2 for 
teachers awarded grade C. The mean frequencies recorded for 
allowing call-outs were in the following order: Grade A> Grade 
B> Grade C. There was no record of non-academic questions for 
any of the trained teachers. 
"Wait time ll or pauses after posing a question before 
calling on a student to answer is generally considered good 
questioning behavior. Although unexpectedly low frequencies 
of this behavior occurred among trained teachers, the mean 
fre quency for this ~~havior was highest for grade A teachers. 
Teachers awarded grade A tended to ask more probing questions 
than teachers in the grade B or grade C bands. Differences 
were evident in the mean frequencies recorded for allowing 
chorus answers. The mean frequency for this behavior was 
highest for teacher~ in the Grade C band . 
Hypothesis VII 
The hypothesis that there was a significant difference 
in the feedback behaviors of trained teachers according to 
Table 7. Feedback: Grade Differences 
Grade A Grr.ie 8 ~radt C 
FHCbtck Id'lniors .. on SO .... SO .... SO 
Ask, • new ~It Ion. 1.00 0.50 0 .11 . .00 0.20 0 .63 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Repe:.tl ~.t l on. 11.00 5.50 .... 82.00 S .20 13.69 67 . 00 13.40 18 .82 
ilepuu • tucien ts I 
respontH. 45.00 22.50 19 .09 4'1.00 '1. 10 34 .31 182 .00 36.40 a.so 
Rephr.ses question .nd 
"I ...... clue . 2.00 1.00 1.41 110M 1. 10 1.>9 3 . 00 0.60 0." 
R(1lhruu,...,llf les 
students' rH~,Onllt •. '.00 3 .00 1.41 42.00 4.20 3.26 28.00 5.60 5 .00 
ClOrrectl/tlllr i f lu 
.h.dents' rHponul . 25.00 12.50 9.19 '''.00 '4 .40 11.29 76 . 00 15.20 5 . 22 
Provide, no f~k. 0 .00 0.00 0 . 00 12.00 1.20 1.12 9.00 1.80 4. 02 
Tetal 90.00 :'5.00 4.21, 704.00 70.40 37.80 365 .00 73.00 16.29 
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1;he grades they were awarded at teaching practice was 
supported. The chi-square value for this set of behavior s 
was 25.182 as compared with a critical value of 21 . 0261 at a 
probability level of .05 . 
The two feedback behaviors which occurred most frequently 
among trained teachers were repetition of the 
students' answers and correction and clarification of the 
students' responses . There were grade differences however. 
Teachers in the grade B band had the highest mean frequency 
for this behavior. The mean frequency for correction and 
clarification of the students' responses increased slightly 
as one moved from grade A to grade c. 
All other behaviors showed comparative ly low frequencies. 
The mean frequencies recorded for repetition of the question 
increased as one moves from grade A to grade C. There were no 
i nstances of no feedback recorded for grade A teachers. Of the 
two other remaining grades, a slightly higher mean frequency 
was recorded f or teachers in the grade C band. 
Hypothesis VIII 
The chi-square value for the praise behaviors according 
to the grades awarded at teaching practice indicated that the 
hypothesis was not supported. The value of the chi-square was 
7.007 6 as compared with a critical value of 9.4877 at a 
probability level of .05. Table 8 shows the findings for this 
hypothesis . 
Table 8. Praise: Grade Differences 
GreeSe A Cr~ • Grade C 
Pral •• htl.vlar. 
... n SO 
.. on SO 
..'" SO US" specifi c K~lc 
pr. II • . 5. 00 2. 50 0 . 71 19.00 1.90 3." 18. 00 4.'0 6 . 11 
Uses tenerlt Itadnic 
pr. I .. , 43.00 21. 50 2.12 154 .00 15.40 17. 39 711 . 00 15.60 9 ." 
U ... group ececte.ic 
pr. fse . 1.00 0. 50 0. 71 ' .00 0.60 0.84 0.00 0.00 0 .00 
Tot.l 49 .00 24 . 50 t 71 119 .00 17.90 17.51 96.00 19.20 9.63 
50 
The major t:ype of praise which was evident in the 
classrooms of trained teachers was the use of general praise. 
For instance the mean frequency for teachers awarded grade A 
was 21.5, as compared with 2.50 for specific praise and .50 
for group academic praise. The same pattern was observed for 
grades Band C. 
pifferences in behaviors by subiect area 
for the whole sample 
Structuring 
The chi-square value indicates that there were 
significant variations in the structuring behaviors of the 
teachers across subject areas. The value of the chi-square 
is 27.6832 as compared with a critical value of 16.9190. 
Table 9 is the relevant table for this section. 
The overall mean frequencies for structuring behaviors 
increased in the order: Social studies> Mathematics> Langua~~ 
Arts> Science. The highest mean frequencies for stating and 
defining an aspect of content was recorded for Social Studies. 
There was also a greater mean frequency of explaining a 
segment of content for Social Studies. 
Table 9. Structuring: Subject Difftllrences 
l . Attl Math. S.Studles Seitntl' 
Structuring 8th.vlcrs .. ." SO .. ." SO .. ", SO .. ." 
'" 
Stat."dtflrwl en 
In .speet of c.ontent. 47.00 1.56 1.~ 43 .00 t .42 1.04 49.00 3.06 2.74 21.00 1.93 2.16 
Explains a .e;.nt 
of content . 15.00 0 .50 0 .90 29.00 0.97 1.40 27.00 1.69 2.15 9.00 0 .64 1.01 
Give. directions for 
c~l.tlng • task . 66.00 2.20 2.41 65 .00 2.17 1.53 32.00 2.00 1.63 22 .00 1.57 1.50 
Provides n.-plel to 
It lustrate • legllltnt 
of content. 42.00 1.40 1.67 63.00 2.10 2.35 28 .00 1.15 2 . 49 11.00 0 .19 Ion 
Total 170 .00 5.67 3 .85 200.00 6.67 3 .93 136.00 8.50 6.42 69.00 4.93 4.01 
Table 10. Questioning: Subject Differences 
l . ... rts ""ttl. S.Stl.dies Science 
OuHtionlng 8eh .... ior. •• an SO ..... SO 
..'" 
SO ..... SO 
A.k, lower order 
qJeltlCN. 447 . 00 '4.90 11.44 615 .00 20.50 9.92 313.00 19.56 9.44 244.00 17.0 10.15 
Alk. higher order 
Gwtt I cnI. '.00 0. 20 0.55 18. 00 0.60 1.43 3.00 0.19 0 .54 8 . 00 0.57 1.02 
.... k. nan'IC~l t 
","CiON. 0.00 0.00 0 .00 1.00 0. 03 0.18 0 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 .00 
Ask. ftJltipl. 
q..ett I ons . 9 .00 0. 30 0.60 a.oo o.n 1.30 10.00 0.63 0.96 '.00 0.43 0.75 
Al k, 'nINo enswr 
"'" t f ClnI. 17'5 .00 5.83 ' .20 206.00 6.87 '.79 78.00 4.M 5.38 102 .00 1.29 15.14 
Ask. problbv q.JeStlons. 1. 00 0 . 0] 0 . 18 5.00 0 . 16 0.59 12.00 0.75 2.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Allows ull · c:.Ju . 56 .00 1.87 2.90 70.00 2.33 4 .30 71.00 4 .44 '.56 29.00 2 .07 2.33 
hUIH after uking I 
",,"lion. 28.00 0 .93 1.78 57.00 1.90 2.64 28.00 1. 75 2.S7 11.00 0.79 1.48 
Al lows c.horus answr,. "'.00 9.83 10. 2" 406.00 13.53 10.62 81.00 5.06 ' .46 79.00 5.64 7.04 
Toul 1017 . 00 33.90 2.3. 28 1401 .00 46.10 23 .15 596.00 37 . 25 18.97 47'9.00 14 .21 23 . 51 
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Questioning 
The same pattern of questioning was evident for all the 
subject areas . The questionLlg behaviors which dominated 
all subject areas were: lower order questioning, yes/no answer 
questions and chorus answers. Within these behaviors there 
were subject differences. The order of mean frequencies for 
lower order questions was: Mathematics> Social Studies> 
Science> Language Arts. The highest mean frequency of yes/no 
answer questions was recorded for Science , followed by 
Mathematics, Language Arts and Social Studies in that order . 
The highest mean frequency of chorus answers was recorded for 
Mathematics. 
Pausing after asking a question is a behavior which 
ideally should be occurring after each question posed. This 
behavior had a comparat i vely low frequency for all subject 
area€. . For this behavior Mathematics had the highest mean 
frequency . The frequency of higher order questions across 
subject areas was sparse. The only apparently significant 
mean frequency was recorded for Mathematics. 
'l'he chi-square value for this set of behaviors was 
192.1841, as compared with a critical value of 36.4151 at the 
.05 probability level. The variations in questioning 
behaviors across subj~ct areas was thus significant. 
Table 11. Feedback: Subject Differences 
l. Art. Math. $.Studies Science 
Fnct.c:k lehavlor. ..... SO ..... SO ..... SO .. ... SO 
Alit, • new qattlcn. 3.00 0.10 0.40 0.00 0.00 0. 00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
hp •• u c:p.Itstlon. 42.00 1.40 2." 81 .00 2.70 3. 19 60.00 3 .1S 6.93 35 . 00 2. 50 4.99 
I~.t •• tudents' 
tHpOnln. 360.00 12.00 9.36 305.00 10. 17 9.52 287.00 17.94 14 . 10 242 .00 17. 29 15 . 15 
lephar,," q.,IItlt l on rd 
IIfws. cl ... . 3. 00 0 . 10 0,1,0 9 .00 0.30 0.65 7.00 0.44 0 .63 1.00 0.07 0.27 
lephr.,.,/.-pllfIH 
student. I 'HPQI"IIIu. 18.00 0.60 1.07 35.00 1. 17 1.60 35.00 2.19 2.20 20.00 1.41 2.10 
Corrects/cl.rf fie. 
,tudenu' rHpClNH. 112.00 3 . 13 3.81 120 .00 4.00 4.30 106.00 6.63 5.33 54.00 3.86 3.13 
Provldn no feeca.ck. 19.00 0 .63 2 .4' 1.00 0.03 0.18 1.00 0. 06 0 . 25 2.00 0 . 14 0.53 
Toul 557.00 18.57 " .80 551.00 18.17 13.37 496 . 00 31.00 17.62 354 .00 25.29 20.10 
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Feedback 
The comparison of the chi-square value with the critical 
value indicated that the variations in feedback behavior was 
significant across subject areas. The value of the chi-square 
was 77.4628 as compared with a critical value of 28 . 8693 at 
the .05 probability level . Table 11 shows the results for 
this set of behaviors. 
The most frequent behaviors for all subject areas were 
repetition of the students' responses, correction and 
clarification of responses and repetition of questions. The 
highest mean frequency of repetition of the question occurred 
in Social Studies, followed by Language Arts , Mathematics and 
Science in that order. correction and clarification of 
responses occurred most frequently in Social Studies lessons. 
The highest record of mean frequency of repetition of students 
responses occurred in Science classes, and the lowest in 
Language Arts lessons. 
Overall the highest mean frequency of feedback behaviors 
occurred in Social Studies . The mean frequency for Social 
Studies is 31.00, followed by Science, 25.29; Language Arts, 
18.57; and Mathematics, 18.37, in that order . 
Praise 
The chi-square value for this set of behaviors was 
21.4468 as compared with a critical value of 12.5916 at a 
probability level of .05. The differences in praise 
Table 12. Praise: Subject Differences 
l . ... " U "-thl 5.Studie. Scif'nCe 
Pralle Ith.vlors .... SO .. on SO .. on SO 
"on 
'" UMt lpec:lflc eeade.l: 
pnb • • 1 .00 0 . 10 0.55 16.00 0 . 5] US : 2.00 o.n 2. 26 15.00 1.07 1. ZO 
UMs ....... ,..l ac .... lc 
p .... t ••• 171.00 5.7. 5.63 161.00 5.17 5.88 "6.00 7.25 6.13 71.00 5.07 6.Zl 
Usn "01.4' .c __ 1 c 
prelae. 2.00 0.07 0.15 '.00 0.03 0.18 2.00 0. 13 0. 50 2. 00 0 . 14 0. 36 
1'otal 116. 00 5.87 5. r 171.00 5.93 6 .10 130. 00 8 . '1 6.45 88.00 6.26 6.65 
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behaviors across subject areas was thus significant. The 
relevant table for this section is Table 12. 
Overall the highest mean frequency for praise behaviors 
occurred in Social Studies lessons, followed by Science, 
Mathematics and Language Arts, in that order . There was a 
small difference of .06 between the means for Language Arts 
and Mathematics. 
Chapter 5 
Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations 
Introduction 
This chapter will summarize the study and its findings. 
Conclusions drawn from the findings will be presented. 
Recommendations emanating from the findings and with respect 
to future research will be made. 
Summary of the study 
The study sought to compare the fre quency of occurrence 
of a select number of teaching behaviors in the classrooms of 
trained and untrained teachers in elementary schools of 
District 1 of the st. Lucian school system. The sample 
consisted of thirty teachers, seventeen trained and thirteen 
untrained. A total of three lessons were coded using a low 
inference observation instrument. Eight operational 
hypotheses and one research question were presented. The data 
were analyzed using descriptive statistics, namely means and 
standard deviations. The irferential statistic used was the 
chi-square at a probability level of .05. 
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Summary Qf the Findinas 
All the operational hypotheses were accepted with the 
exception of hypotheses ~ , 5, and 8 . The findings in relation 
to each hypothesis follow . 
Hypothesis 1 - There will be a significant difference in 
the f requencies of structuring behaviors of trained teachers 
in elementary schools in District 1. This hypothesis was 
rejected at the .05 level. 
Hypothesis 2 - There will be a significant difference in 
the frequencies of questioning behaviors of trained and 
untrained teachers in e l ementary schools in District 1 . This 
hypothesis was accepted at the . 05 l evel . 
Hypothesis 3 - There will be a significant d if f e rence in 
t he frequencies of feedback behav iors o f traine d and untrained 
teachers in elementary s~hools of District 1. This hypothesis 
wa s ". epted at the .0 5 level. 
Hypothesis 4 - There will be a significant difference in 
the freque ncies o f praise behaviors of t;:-ained teachers in 
e lementary schools of District 1. This hypothesis was accepted 
a t the .05 level. 
'iVpothesis 5 - The structuring behaviors of trained 
teachers wi ll vary significantly according to the grades they 
were awarded at teaching practice . This t.ypothesis was 
rej~cted at the . 05 level. 
Hypothesis 6 - The questioning behaviors of trained 
teachers will vary significantly according to the grades they 
were awarded at teaching practice . 
accepted at th~ .05 level. 
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Thia hypothesis was 
Hypothesis 7 - The feedback b e hav10rs of trained teacher 
will vary significantly according to the grades they were 
awarded at teaching practice. This hypothesis was accepted 
at the .05 l e vel. 
Hypothe sia 8 - The praise behaviors of trained teachers 
will vary significantly according to the grades they were 
awarded at teaching practice. This hypothesis was accepted 
at the . 05 level. 
The research question was: wi ll there be any significant 
vari ations in the structuring, Questioning, Feedback and 
Praise behaviors of teachers in Language Arts, Mathematics, 
Social Studies? Significant variations were found to exist 
for all classes of behaviors at the . 05 level. 
Conclus ions 
The following conclusions are based on the fi r d i ngs o f 
the study. 
1. A consistent teaching pattern evolved for all the teachers 
in the sample both trained and untrained. This pattern was 
consistent with the direct teaching model. Attributes of the 
teaching pattern observed were: high levels of lower orc!er 
teacher questions, chorus answers and general praise. The 
lessons are essentially teacher centered. 
2. Some nega tive teacher behaviors were evident among both 
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groups ot teachers. These included comparatively high levels 
of call-outs, multiple questions, low levels of pauses after 
posing questions,and low levels ot specific and group praise. 
The frequencies of pauses after posing questions and specific 
and group academic praise were unexpectedly low in the 
classrooms of trained teachers . 
3. Although the sample was small, grade difference findings 
indicated that teachers in the sample awarded grade A 
exhibited higher frequencies of positive behaviors such as 
higher levels of wait-time and specific academic praise. 
4. The teaching pattern across subject areas was similar. 
Recommendations. 
The following are the recommendations arising from the 
findings: 
1. QuestioninQ is one of the most important and frequent 
behaviors whic h occurs in a classroom . Much attention needs 
to be paid to this skill in the course of tra i ning teachers. 
In particular, with reference to the study, the elimination 
of negative behaviors such as asking multiple questions and 
overuse of yes/ no answer questions should be emphasized. 
2. "Wait-time" is a practice which has consistently been 
correlated with student achievement in the research . It is 
therefore considered by educators to be effective teaching 
practice . The conspicuously low levels of this behavior which 
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occurred among trained teachers indicates that this also needs 
to be emphasized in the training program. 
3 . The Division of Tedcher Education needs to pay attention 
to the use of praise in the classroom. The main type of 
praise observed among the sample of trained teachers was the 
use of general academic praise. This type of praise is 
considered to be ineffective. Effective praise is defined in 
the literature as praise which i s specific, contingent upon 
the response,sincere and credible (Brophy,1981). General 
academic praise fails to meet these criteria. 
4. The Division of teacher education needs to clarify what it 
means by "not accepting the first correct answer". Trained 
teachers appear to interpret this as meaning that after posing 
a question they must calIon several individual students to 
respond before giving any feedback. The instrument did not 
in c.! ~1de this behavior, and thus research evidence for this 
beh av ior is not presented in Chapter Four . Its occurrence was 
sufficiently f r equent to merit mention. The researcher 
intends to investigate this behavior in the classroom in the 
future. 
5. :'iuch of the research on teacher effectiveness has been 
carried out in developed countries. It has been suggested that 
effective teaching may vary according to the c ontext in which 
teaching takes place . 
to the correlation 
Therefore, long term research relating 
of teaching behaviors and student 
achievement, needs to be executed in the Caribbean schools in 
63 
the near future. This will guide teacher education 
i nstitutions in the region in their teacher training 
practices. 
APPENDICES 
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APPENDIX A 
Dear ..... ... . . .. ......... , 
I am at present working on my Masters thesis. My 
research involves looking at the behaviors of a sample of 
trained teachers and comparing them with a sample of untrained 
teachers . 
research. 
I am soliciting your assistance in completing my 
I will need to audiotape three of your lessons,one each 
in mathematics, language arts and science or social studies. 
Your cooperation is s ol icited in this venture. The lessons 
are not to be used for individual evaluations and names and 
schools will not be used in the study. 
Please sign the release form below allowing me to use 
thf:!: :\\udiotapes in the research. 
'fours sincerely, 
Raymonde Joseph 
.... .. ..... . .............. ...... ............ .. .... ..... .. ... 
I agree to allow Raymonde Joseph to use the audiotaped lessons 
as part o f her research. 
Signed, 
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APPENDIX B 
PRE-OBSERVATION INTERVIEW 
Name . . . ...... . .. .... . ........... .... Date .. ..... .... . .... . 
Time. . . . . . . . . . • Lesson Topic .. •• . ..... .... •• ...... •. 
Class ... ..••. . Number o f students . .. ... Age range •. .. 
written lesson plan (circle correct response) Yes No 
1 . What are the objectives of the lesson? 
· ....... .... .......... ..... ....... ... ..... ..... ... . ... ... . 
· ... .... .. ............ ....... ..... ... ... . ... .... ..... .... . 
· ... ..... ... .. ..... ... ...... .... .. ... . ..... .. .. ..... . .... . 
How does this lesson fit in with the present unit? 
· ... ... .... .. .... ... ....... .......... . ...... .... .. ... ... . . 
· .. ..... ... ..... .......... .............. ... .. .. .. .. .. . .. . . . 
3. What teaching strategies will be used in this lesson? 
· .......... ..... .... ...... ....... ............... . .... .... . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
4. How would you describe the class in terms of abilities o r 
spec ial characteristics? 
· ......... .... ..... ... . . .. ........... .. ........ .. .... ...... . 
· ...... .. ..... ... .... .. .. .......... ... . ..... .. ........... . . 
· .... ........... ..... ... .. ....... .. ... . ...... . .. ..... . .... . 
5 . Are there any children with special abilities or problems? 
( Use chi 1 d r e nOs fir s t n d m e s ) 
..... ... .... . ....... .. ..... . ........ ... ... ......... .. .... . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
APPENDIX C 
OBSERVATION FORM 
Name •... • . • ...•.... • • . ... 
Class .. • . • ... . .... • •.• ... 
lAssen . . ............... . 
Age Group • ....••..•• • •.. 
Lesson Plan Yes No (Circle the appropriate response) 
Obj ecti ves . ... • ...... . .........•.•...• • •....••....••...• .. .. 
· ...... ................ ........................ ........... . . 
· ... ......... .............. ........................ .. ...... . 
stra teg ies ....•.....•.••.. • ....•.••••.••.•.•••.....•...••••• 
· ......... ...... ... ........................................ . 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . .. • • or • • •••••• • ••••••••••••••••••••••• • •••••• 
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Taacher Behaviors Frequency 
· .... . .. .. ... . .. . .. ............ ..... ........... ..... .......... .. . 
1.0 
1.l 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
STRUCTURING 
states/defines an 
aspect of content. 
explains a segment 
of content. 
gives direction for 
completing a task. 
Provides examples to 
to illustrate a 
segment of content 
· ........... ... .. .... ........... . . 
· ....... ..................... .... . 
· ........... ...... .. .... ......... . 
· ... .. ....... . ........................ ........... ....... ........ . 
2.0 
2.l 
2 .2 
2.3 
2 .4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
QUESTI ONING 
asks lower order 
questions. 
asks higher order 
questions. 
asks non-academic 
questions. 
asks multiple 
questions. 
asks Yes/no answer 
questions. 
asks probing questions. 
allows call outs 
pauses after asking a 
question . 
allows ch, j lt'\lS answers. 
· ......... .. ........ ........ ...... . 
· .. .... .............. ... ......... . 
· ... ... .. ......... .... . .... ...... . 
· .. .... .......... ....... ... ...... . 
· .......... .......... ... ......... . 
· .......................... ... ... . 
· .. ........ .. .. .. .............. .. . 
· ....... ..... ...... ..... ......... . 
· .. .......... .. ... ........... ... ... . ...... . ......... . ........ . ... . 
3.0 
3.1 
3 . 2 
3 . 3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
FEEDBACK 
asks a ne~ question 
repeats question. 
repeats student responses 
rephrases question and 
gives a c lue. 
rephrases/amplifies 
students' responses . 
corrects/ clarifies 
students' responses. 
provides no feedback. 
· ... ... .... .. . .. .... .. .. .. ... .... . 
· .. ..... ... .. .... .. . ..... .... .... . 
· ... .. .... . ...... ... ... .. .. .. ... . . 
· .......... . ............. .. .. .. .. . 
· .. ..... .. .... ... .. ... ...... ..... . 
· ................. . .... ..... .... . . 
· ........... ..... . ....... ... .. ............ . .... .... . .... ..... ... . 
4 . 0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
PRAISE 
uses specific academic 
praise. 
uses general academic 
· ... ...... ~ ...... . ....... .... .... . 
praise. . ..• •• • ••••.••.•• • ......• •.•.• .... 
uses group academic praise 
· ................... ...... ..... ... ............................. . . 
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